





", . . in a manner designed to avoid interference to the
Willits' allotment." Notice, §5. If "equivalent
protection" can be provided from a short-spaced site, this
is a significant factor in the consideration of any
waiver.? KNTV's response is more a non-answer, than
anything else.

Rather than providing specific technical information or
engineering analysis with respect to several possible
interference avoidance techniques, KNTV does no more than
question the appropriateness of having to rely on such
techniques, given the relative size of Willits compared to
the San Jose metropolitan area. Obviously, significant
disparities in relative size do exist. This, however, does
not relieve KNTV of the obligation to explore the
feasibility of specific interference reduction techniques
and provide specific information.

Generalized assertions of a danger of loss of coverage
(KNTV_Engineering Statement, Exhibit E, page 6-7) are no
substitute for specific engineering analysis concerning such
matters as the feasibility and effect of directionalization,
the use of channel offsets, and possible benefits to be
obtained due to terrain shielding effects. These latter two
possibilities are not even mentioned, let alone analyzed, by

KNTV in its engineering analysis.

2/ see Caloosa Television Corp., 3 FCC Rcd 3656, 64 R.R.
2d 1640 (1988).



Whether or not such a showing can be made by KNTV in
the context of a specific waiver request is not the issue at
this point. What is important, however, is that this is a
threshold question to the consideration of more drastic
relief such as the complete deletion of another allotment.
In the absence of a firm showing that such lesser
alternatives are unavailable, the consideration of more
drastic alternatives should not be undertaken.

For these reasons, the proposed rulemaking should be
promptly terminated. XKNTV beyond question has not made the
"compelling public interest showing" required to justify the
deletion of Channel allotment for which interest has been
expressed. ¥ Nor has it provided sufficient public
interest justification to support the substitution of a new
UHF channel for the existing Channel 11 allotment at
Willits.

In this latter respect, as requested in Group W's
initial comments, this proceeding at the minimum must be
stayed pending the finalization of the Commission's ATV
allotment plan for the San Francisco area. The Commission

simply is not in a position to determine whether a

3 see, Comments of William H. Sauro and Ronna L. Sauro,

filed July 19, 1993.
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substitute channel can be made available until the ATV

allotment plan is finalized. See Notice, ¢6.
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